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Scob—e—of Action
by U.S. Baffles
Some Analysts

By NORMAN KEMPSTER,
Times Staff Writer

WASHINGTON—The Reagan
Administration’s decision to expel
55 Soviet diplomats was such a
well-kept secret and such a star-
tling escalation of the earlier
rounds of tit-for-tat expulsions
that many experts on U.S.-Soviet
relations Tuesday found them-
selves literally at a loss for words.

“I'don’t know what the Adminis-
tration is up to,” said one aston-
ished university professor. “This is
amazing. I really don’t have any
other comment.”

For years, Washington and Mos-
cow have expelled each other’s
diplomats, often using. them as
symbolic pawns in the superpow-
ers’ endless chess game. But
wholesale ousters on the scale of
the one announced Tuesday are
extremely rare.

Administration’ Reasons

And the reasons for the move
offered by Administration officials
left important questions unan-
swered:

—Why, allowing for the need to
answer Moscow’s expulsion of five
U.S. diplomats, did President Rea-
gan authorize retaliation that
seems so disproportionate to the
Soviet move?

—And, whatever the long-term
need to reduce Soviet spying in this
country, why was such drastic
action taken just as the Adminis-
tration was struggling to recover
from the stalemated Iceland sum-
mit and to portray the Reykjavik
meeting as evidence that progress
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Other experts on U.S.-Soviet
relations predicted that the action
would touch off a “retaliation war”
that Washington is unlikely to win.
"1 don't think it buys us very

h; 1t Just

U [ “' 0’.-: Said
W

ine toward Moscow,

said that the ullmate ouicom

a
id that the ultimate outcome
it hurt the Unit tates more

than viet Union i 0S-

cow—as expected—retaliates by a

m‘mﬁ Q §§ @ omats
viet Union.

He e_x_Eamed that ajthioufh both
natlons use omauc mis-
Sions as cover for espi activi-

the United g :

tes 1S more

ties,
dependent than the Soviet Union
on omalic caover ause
there are more ways (o gather
information in the relativel

» tuvely
U so_cxgt_z than in the closed
viet sociely.
specialists suggested that
the Administration move may have
contained an element of domestic
polftics. Recent polls have shown
that Reagan's firm stand at the
summit was popular with the vot-
ers.
“Reagan knows one of the keys
to the election is getting conserva-
tives excited” so they will turn out
and vote, said Norman Ornstein, a
political analyst for the American
Enterprise Institute. “This shows
Reagan being tough on the Soviets
and allows him to go out on the
stump and say: ‘The Russians have
tried to intimidate me. Don’t un-
dercut me by voting for a Demo-
cratic Senate.’ ”

Nthdes,Omeinpredicted
the impact on the election will be
small. in part because it will be
difﬁcultfortbevotastoahsorbthe
issue in the two weeks ining to
election day. remaining

In ane stroke, the US. govern-
ment ordered the Soviets to reduce
by more than one-quarter the
staﬂsdt.heirembmyinWashing—
ton and their consulate in San
Francisco.

Successer te Kalh

State Department spokesman
Charles Redman
ing with

repaorters afier his promotion to the
post of assistant secretary of state
for public affairs, in which he
Succeeded the recently resigned
Bernard Kalb.

Redman cited two reasons for
the action: To retaliate for Mos-
COW’s expulsion of five U.S. diplo-
mats and to equalige the size of the
staffs that the United States and
the Soviet Union maintain in each
other’s territory.

Yet the massive US. response
Seems to go far beyond simple
retaliation for Moscow's move, and
the argument over the respective
sizes of the U.S. and Soviet diplo-
matic missions has been going on
for years.

Last year, Congress passed legis-
lation sponsored by Sens William S.
Cohen (R-Me.) and Patrick J.
Leahy (D-Vt) requiring the Ad-
ministration to find a way to equal-
ize the size of the U.S. and Soviet
diplomatic missions.

The State Department has been
struggling ever since to develop a
plan to bring about that numerical
parity. The legislation did not spec-
ify whether the equality should be
produced by reducing the Soviet
staffs or increasing U.S. represen-
tation. According to a well in-
formed congressional staffer, the
lawmakers ali along preferred to
cut the Soviet representation
but—until Tuesday— the State De-
partment had been talking about
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increasing the staff of the US
embassy in Moscow and the con-
sulate in Leningrad.

Jim Dykstra, a spokesman for
OOhep.mlledtheexpulsias“Very

suggestion of equivalence in the
embassy and consular staffs should
not be cause for an international
incident.”

Whatever its lai ger consequenc-
es, the move does indirectly solve
obe problem for the State Depart-
ment. Before the start of the most
recent round of retaliatory expul-
sions, the department had assumed
that the only way to comply with
the Cohen-Leahy legislation was to
send American drivers, cooks and
other such support personnel to the
US. embassy and consulate in the
Soviet Union. For a number of
reasons, the department was reluc-
tant to do that.

Before Tuesday, Moscow had
been permitted to maintain a larger
diplomatic presence in the United
States than Washington was al-
lowed to have in the Soviet Union
because the Soviets insist on im-
porting their own citizens to per-
form all work at the embassy and
consulate, including the most me-
nial jobs. The United States hires
citizens of the host country for such
wark in the Soviet Union and other
missions around the world.

Allowing for that difference in
staffing policy. the numbers of
diplomats were roughly equal.

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, a former
State Departument and National
Security Council staff expert on the
Soviet Union, said that the ouster
“may be an effort to make the
Soviets rely more on local Ameri-
can labor for nonsubstantive
work.”

That would be an ideal solution
from Washington'’s standpoint, but
one that is unlikely to appeal to the
security-conscious Soviets.
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